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INTRODUCT ION L
Methods for recordfng mother-child interaction vary ln‘thelr objectivity |

from the time samﬁllng of specific minute pieces of behavior to ratings that

summarize global character!stics. This study, part of a larger study of

adolescent social-cognitive development and its influence on mother-child

interaction, compares three methods of recording mother=child interaction

observations and explores correlations between mother's age and other socio~

demographic variables and factor scores summarizing the Interaction variables.
An age-stratified sample of 128 single adolescent mothers aged 15-20 wi th

a first born child aged from 9 to 27 months, was drawn from two urban pro-

grams for young parents. The sample of young mothers was 93% black

and averaged 10.5 years of school completed. Ratings of social status were

based on the education and occupation of the head of household when the young

mother was fourteen, Although primiarly low income (Class V), the heads of

household when the young mothers were fourteen had social status rangfngs at

all but the highest level (V to 11) on the five level Hollingshead 2-factor

index of social class. The average head of household had 10-11 years of high

school and had an occupation ranked with semi-skilled workers such as nurses

aides or truck drivers.

METHODS

Observations of mother-child interaction occurred in the home during a
developmentally appropriate teaching task and a period of free play. The -
observers were four women, two of each rece., Two were nurses, one a sociology

graduate student and the fourth e parent educator working with adolescent
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parents in the public schools. All had experience working with teernagers and
all but one had had prior home-visiting experience In Inner-city neighborhoods.,

The methods for recording behavior, Barnard's Teaching Scale (1978), Schaefer's
Attachment Inventory (1978) and Clarke-Stewart's Rating Scale'(1973) require
different degrees of inference by the observers and examine dlfferent sized units
of behavior. The Clarke-Stewart (C-S) scale includes ratings %rom 1 to5o0on 14
global dimensions of behavior such as, Tone of Voice or closeﬁess of Physical
Contact. Consequently, it requires broad inferences based on:many observed
details, The Attachment |nventory's (Al) 100 items also ask/for ratings from
1 to 5 that require considerable interpretation of behavlorjbut in smaller
increments. For example, It requlrés rating whether or not the mother ''. .
enjoys playful social contact with the chlld: or ", ., . treats the child as
an object.!

While the C-S and Al ratings summarize all observed interactions the
Teaching Scale (TS) is based only on obserﬁatlons of thg teaching task. The
TS requires a yes or no response on 73 items describing very specific and
often quite sma!l units of behavior. For example does the ""parent smile
or touch child within five seconds after the child smiles or vocallzes?'

As this item suggests, many of the items assess contingent responses which
Barnard describes as the 'dance' of interaction. Th; manual and videotapes
used in training observers in the use of the Teaching Scale carefully define
terms and clarify ambiguities.

Approximately one third of the Attachment Scale and the Teaching Scale
items describe the child's behavior either in response to the mnther or as
initiator of interaction; the remaining items focus on the behavior of the
mother. The Clarke-Stewart scale includes only a single child rating which

describes activity level while all other items assess the mother's behavior,




Observer Training

Obsérver training using Barnard's Nursing Child Assessment Satellite Train-
ing Project videotapes and videotapes made for the project included nine class
hours and from three to six hours in-home practice observations, Observers
were paired for training and had to achieve 85% agreement with their partners
on three observations with the Teaching Scale and agreement within one scale
point on the rating scales. A three hour session two-thirds of the way through

the data collection refreshed the observers! knowledge of the measures.

Interobserver Reliability

Interobserver reliability was measured at the midpoinf and at the end of
the data collection year using two methods. First, in order to conserve funds,
all four interviewers independently scored one videotape of a young mother and
child. This al;owed calculation of the agreement between all six paired com-
binations of interviewers. Then four randomly selected pairs made joint home
observations for a total of 10 paired obseryatlons at each reliablility check
for a grand total of 20. The Clarke-Stewart and Attachment Inventory agreement
stayed within one scale point from the training throughout data collection with
no difference between the videotapes and the home visits. vaserver agrrement
on the Teaching Scale also falled to decline over time, However, the 80% agree-
ment on the videotapes fell to 70% for the home visits at both data points,
The interviewers feel the difference was due to having two different perspectives

on the home visit while seeing the videotaped session only from the perspective

of the camera.

. l,
Standardization of Ratings

The C=S and A| measures require rating behavior on scales which have no

absolute meaning, only the relative meaning assigned by the observer. (Conse-



quently, observer preference in the use of the full range of the scale potentially
reduces the internal reliability of the measure when ratings are made by more

than one observer. |n this case four observers collected approklmate!y equal
proportions of the data. A one-way analysis of variance indicated that the
observer accounts for 25-35% of the variance In the C-S and the Al ratings. For
example, one observer preferred the more positive end of all scales, another's
ratings clustered in the middle range while a third used the whole range of scores.
Consequently, it was necessary to standardize the scores to make them comparable
and to remove the bias of systematic scale préference. Each observer's ratings

were converted to z scores based on the distribution of their item ratings.

ANALYS IS -

One goal of the data analysis was the reduction of the 187 interaction vari-
ables resulting from the three scales to the smallest po;sible number of Inter-
pretable and internaliy consistent scales. Initially the deta analysis plan
called for separate factor analyses of the three instruments and a comparison
of their factor structures for equivalence as well as a comparison of the pattern
of assnciation of the resulting sets of factor scores with the soclodemographic
variables, Inability to obtain clearly differentiated interpretable factors
for two of the three scales--the Clarke-Stéwart and the Teaching Scale--resul ted
in the reliance on a priori scales for the Teaching Scale and the individual items
for the Clarke-Stewart Scale. The interpretable factor scdres of the Attachment
Inventory and the scales of the TS and the C-$§ Items were éoﬁblned in an overall
factor analysis for maternal data to determine the extent to which there was
similarity in the content of the scores and scales derived from the three
instruments. The same process was repeated for the child dsta from the three
instruments. The following section reports the results separately for each of

the instruments and then comparatively for all three instruments. Fortunately
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minimal missing data allowed replacement of missing items with the missing item's
mean value for the whole sample for the teaching scale and with the observer's
mean for the standardized ratings. Consequently, all 128 cases could bz rsed

in the factor analyses.

Reduction of the Teaching Scale

Barnard's teaching scale is organized into 6 subscales. However. as a
preliminary step the Individual maternal |tems were factor analyzed as one
group as were the child iteMSx\\Princfpal components analyses were first done
to suggest the number of factors to retain; once the number of factors was'
determined, principal axis factor analyses with varimax rotation were per-
formed and regression based factor scores generated.

These analyses did not produce interpretable factors or clear factor
structures. (Consequently, the items on the six subscales construcfed by Barnard
were added after eliminating items that reduced the internal rellabil ity of each
subscale. Table 1 indicates the number of jtems retained and the coefficient

alphas of the resulting subscales.

Relationships Among the TS Subscales

Table 2 presents ‘the correlations among the scores on the TS subscales.
All maternal subscale scores associate positively with each other with one ex-
ception ., M's response to Distress and M's sensitivity to cues proved unrelated.
The child subscale scores on the other hand show only one association with a
maternal score while being strongly positively associated with each other
(r = .51, |:<: .001), The one relationship between the.maternal and child

factors appears between the Child's Clarity of Cues and Mother's Response to

Scale # of missing values per Item
Teaching Scale 0-1
Rating Scales

(c-s & A1) 0-3




Distress. The correlation indicates that mothers who are scored as responding
more readily have children who present less clear cues.

This paradoxical result may be explained by an artifact in the measure.
The instructions for using the distress subscale indicate that if no child
distress is observed the observer should check all behavior positively. In
addition, when the items that reduced the internal reliability of the Claritv
of Cues subscale were dropped, the four Ttems retained all described cues indicat- .
ing distress. Consequently, the children who did not exhibit distress cues would
receive a low Clarity of Cues Score and a high Mother's Response tc Distress

Score.,

Reduction of the Attachment Inventory

A Scree plot of the eigenvalues from a principal components analysis

of the maternal factors indicated a natural break at four factors. The

four factors explained 52% of the variance in the 70 maternal items with 1ittle
gain in explained variance from five or more factors. Principal axis factor
analyses with varimax rotation, specifying four factors, produced the factor
pattern displayed in Table 3. The four well differentiated factors were readily
interpretable. The first factor, labelled Affectionate Contact, Included pri=
marily items describing soothing or affectionate physical contact such as . . .
M holds on lap for long periods of time,. . . M soothes by holding or cuddllng,
or M does not handle unless absolutely necessary. Less strongly related items
include . . . M often smiles, . . . M tender and protective toward child.

The second factor called Maternal Rejection, includes items with heavy
factor loadings such as . . . M thinks child isunattractive, . . . has many
faults, . . . M seems |1} at ease in care of the child and seems unresponsive

e o o M has little eye-to-eye contact, The third factor, Maternal Insensitivity,




seemS to be characterized by lack of sensitivity to the child's experience rather
than the rejection of the child itself seen in the second factor. |tems with
heavy factor loadings include . . . M uses harsh voice,. . . M is rough or abrupt
to behavior,. . . M not sensitive to child's experience,

The fourth factor, Interaction/Stimulation, Includes |tems descri'zi'g a
style of interaction that rewards and encourages development. Representative
items with heavy factor ldadings include . . . M points out things C can do,

e . .M stimulates frequently,. . . M reports how smart and good child is and
. . «M praises new responses.

The resulting regression based factor scores explained 94-95% of the
variance In the corresponding factors. The analysis of the 30 child items in
the Al followed the same procedure and the eigenvaluez from principal congruents
analysis also suggested factor analyzing four factors, The four factors explained
55% of the item variance. Table 3 displays the rotated factor pattern produced
by a principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation of four factors.

Items with heavy factor loadings on the first child factor, labelle& Child's
Expressive/Responsive Vocalization, include. . . ¢ does not vocalize much to M,

.vocalizations are weak or hesitant, and . . . social response Is weak or
slow. The second factor, labelled Responsiveness vs, Withdrawal, includes such
heavily loaded items as . . .C tries to withdraw from contact withM, . . ., ¢
listens attentively toM, and . . .C Iis restless and irritable in interaction
with M. Factor 3 clearly describes behaviors indicating expressions of warmth
and affection and is correspondingly labelled Child's Positive Expressive
Interaction. Two items load most heavily on the final factor. . . ¢ spends
little time looking at M, and . . . ¢ Gas little eye-to~eye contact with M.

The other three items with factors loadings greater than 35 described the child's



not lnttiafing interaction with'the mother. This factor, labeljed Detachment,
differs from Responsiveness vs. Withdrawal in that the latter describes active
withdrawal or irritability during interaction while the Detachment factor simply
describes the lack of initlating interaction.

As Table 5 indicates that the maternal and the child factor scores snow high
correlations (.86 to .97) with their respective underlying factors. The factor
scores derived from the maternal variables also snow acceptable internal reli-
abilities (0l = .66 to .74). The child factor scores show lower Internal

reljsbilities (h = .31 to .66).

Relationships Among the Al Factors
Although it Is not possible to Iidentify the causal 1linkage of the child

or maternal behaviors, the relationships between the estmiated mother and the

*

estimated child factors are revzaling.

For example, Table 6 shows that & rejecting mother is associated with
negative child behavior on all but one of the child factors. That is, the§h§‘
rejecting mother's chlld is more likely to actively withdraw from interaction,
to show less positive emotion in the interactions they have and to be detached
or to not seek interaction with the mother. Another maternal factor associated
with all but one child factor Is Interaction/Stimulation. Child's Detachment
is unrelated to Mother's Interaction/Stimulation, while all other child factors
indicate more positive behavior as Interaction/Stimulation increases. Matenal
Affectionate Contact Is positively associated with two child factors, Responsive-
ness vs, Withdrawal and Positive Expressive Interaction. Finally the Hécher's
Insensitivity relates only to the Child's Responsiveness vs. Withdrawa! and

this relationship exhibits the highest correlation among these actors (r =

47, p < .001).
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Looking at the same relationships from the perspective of the child, the
Child's Expressive/Responsive Vocalizations are related only to Interaction/
Stimulation suggesting that Interaction/Stimuiation may encourage the quantity
and quality of the child's voca'ization or vize versa, Responsiveness vs.
Withdrawal on the other hend is positively associated with all four maternal
behavior factors. This suggests that an actively withdrawing child may dis-
courage positive behavior In all four maternal behavior dimensions described
or that a mother who is insensitive to the child's experience may encourage
the child's active withdrav.al. The Child's Positive Expressive iInteraction
shows positive associations with all maternal factors except Maternal |nsens-
itivity. "Not surprisingly the strongest association appears with Maternal
Affectionate Contact (r = .43, p € .001). Finaily, the Child's Detachment
shows an association with only one factor, Maternal Rejection. while &
mother's rejecting behavior is negatively associated with the child's
behavior on three of the four child behavior dimensions, children who do not
initiate contact with thelr mothers are associated only with rejecting mothers.
That is, little affectionate contact from the mother, interactions which are
insensitive to the child and iow levels of Interaction/stimulation do not
. effect the degree a child avoids initlating interaction with the mother,

Yet, the mother's rejecting behavior either causes or results from the child's

avoidance of initiating interaction with her.

Clarke-Stewart Rating Scale

Since the C-S measure consisted of so few |tems no attempt was made to reduce
them through factor analysis. Table 7 dispiays the Intercorrelationr among the
C-S items. The maternal varlables show strong relationships with one another.

The one child variable, child's activity level, achleved signifiance with only

11
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three varisbles: vigor of pnysical contact, amount of auditory-verbal contact

and the amount of eye-to-eye contact.

Factor Analysis of the Three Measures

1hq second major step in the data reduction plan was a factor analysis to
explore for common factors that could integrate the three different measures of
mother-child interaction, Again a principal components analysis examined the
number of factors to use foilowed by principal axls factor analysis and vari-
max rotation with the specified number of factors.

The principal components analysis of the 21 maternal variables ik Al
factors, 4 TS Subscales scores and 13 C-5 scales) indicated that four factors
would account for 61% of the variance with little gain In explained variance
from more factors. The principal axis factor analysis with 4 factors produced
well differentiated and interpretable factors,

While the correlations between the factor sccres and the underlying
factors ranged from .83 to .90 and the Rz values indicated that the comblined
factor. scores explained a ;;asonable proportion of the Item varlance (from
69-82%), the coefficient alpha reliabilities indicated questionable internal
consistencyt(c( = 55, .54, .46 and .18).

When the seven ch’ld varlables (4 Al factors, 2 TS Subscale scores and 1
C-S scale) were analyzed following the same procedures, the scree plot Indicated
either two or three factors could be extracted. These explained only 28% and
467 of the variance, respectively. However, neither two nor three factors
extracted from a varimax rotation produced clearly differentiated or inter-
pretable factors. 1in addition, the correlations of the factor scores wilth
their underlying factors fell in the low 70s, and the internal consistencies

of the factor based scales were low (.42-,43),.



1n

Apparently, the three methods of recordfng observations of mothers and
children do not share the clear underlying factors that woul& allow summarizing
all observed behavior with a small number of Internally consistent factor
based scales. While this suggests that the measures may describe different
dimensions of behavior'there may be other explanations. For example, the
Clarke-Stewart rating scale items, which are highly correlated with each
other may simply not differentiate between discrete behaviors which are already
described by the other two measures. The zero order correlations between the

different measures provides more Information about this.

Relationships Between the Measures

The Clarke~Stewart Scale items are each significantly correlated with all
four of the maternal subscales on the Teaching Scale (Table 8). Likewise they
show numerous correlatfons with the maternal and child A] factors although in
most cases the C-S scale shows a clearly stronger assoclation with only one of
the Al factors (Table 9). The pattern of correlations between the Al factors
and the TS subscales suggests that the behavioral dimension; each measure taps

are related but are not the same (Table 10),

Relationships wlth Soclodemographic Variabies

The relationships between the mother-child interactlion variables and
selected demographic variables potentially provide additional information
regarding the measures' Interrelationships, |f they tap similar dimensions
they should show similar patterns of association. Table 11 shows that relatively
few of the sociodemagrapnic variable- achieve significant relationships Qith any
of the mother-child Interaction variables and no systematic difference by
measure appears. By chance alone one could expect one to two significant
relationships at the .05 level per sociodemographic variable yet only the

child's age and the the child's sex yield more then two, The child's age

ya 13
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proves significantly correlated with three Al factors and three C-S items.
The relationship with the child's sex suggest that girls have more positive
scores on C's Responsiveness vs. Hlthdrawal;iexhibit more Positive Expressive
Interaction, have mothers who have closer physical contact and who have more
vigorous physical contact than do boys,

The low number of significant relationships limits the conclusions that
can be drawn, Houevér, the Al factors and the C-S Items assoclat=Z with the
child's sex and C's age suggest these measures overlap to some degree while
the TS appears to follow a different pattern suggesting it Includes different
dimensions of bsehavior,

Table 12 suggests several confounded relationships among the soclodemeraphlc
variables although more appear to influence the correlations between the inter-
action variables and sociodemographic variasbles, A number are quite predictable
such as the association between social status and education, or the high corre-
lation (r = ,60) between adolescent mother's age and her educational achievement.
However, several reveal important characteristics of the sample. For instance,
the few white subjects attained signtficantly fewer years of education (r = -,25).
in this sample the white subjects werehmuch more likely to have dropped out of
school prior to pregnancy. The correlation between the child's age and the
mother's age reflects an unanticipated sampling bias. 0lder mothers have
older children. This is a potentially serious confounder although the pattern
of correlation on Table 11 show that it has little impact on the relationships

explored in this paper.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUS IONS
All three measures strongly overlap. Not surprisingly, the C-S scales

show consistently high correlations with the Al factors since the methods differ

N,

\
14 \



13

primarily in the degree of specificity of their highly subjective items. This
similarity Is further supported by the two measure's similar patterns of corre-
lations with the soclodemographic variables.

However, the TS items also show numerous significant relationships with
both the Al and the C-S scales. While the correlations between the TS scores
and the Al factors are fairly substantial only one is greater than .40. |n
contrast 25 of the correlations between the Al factors and the C-S scales are
greater than .40, The C-S scale and the TS scores prove quite Interrelated as
well, however, with 11 of the relationships achieving a correlation of .40 or
above,

It appears that the C~S scale items describe general categories of behavior
which are tapped to some degree by each of the other measures. Wwhile the C=-S
scale is quite similar to the Al, the C-S items show considerably stronger re-
lationships with the Teaching Scale than does the Aj. The Al and the TS sample
and conceptualize behaviors differently even though they are somewhat assoclated,.
Despigé the relationships between the three measures, the attempt to integrate
the Al factors, the TS subscale scores and the Clarke-Stewart Rating Scales did
not yield interpretable and internally consistent factor scores. This indicates
that the three measures are not associated with a shared sat of underlying factors.

The TS and Al describe different but related dimensions of behavior from
the same observation and do so in a manner that allows differentiation of types
of behavior. Consequently, they are invaluable In studies exploring what influ-
ences or results from certain types of behavior, The Clarke-Stewart scales,on
the other hand, appear to be Influenced by behaviors reflected in both the Al
and the TS. While the C-$ scales do not allow the differentliation of behaviors

necessary .o determ ne the impact of particular types of behavior, they do appear

5\
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to bridge behaviors tapped by both of the other methods. The global nature of

the C-S scales may allow the inclusion of subtle nuances of behavior which the

other measures overlook.
Consequently, each of the three methods contributes to efforts to fully

describe maternal-child interaction. The Al and the TS allow differentiating

dimensions of behavior in very different ways. The C-S rating scales describe

a small number of global dimensions of Interaction allowing the processing of

a tremendous variety of information at once. Each measure appears to complement

the other two and the interrelationships revealed support the validity of the

dimensions each describe.

16
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Table 1

Teaching Scales;’ Reliability of Subscales‘

!
i
{

Subscale 7 oL
Sensitivity to Cues (8 of 11 bfems)z .55
;

Response to Distress (11 of yﬁ items) .82
Social-Emotional Growth Fosp@ring

(10 of 11 items) / | 49

/

Cognitiv. Growth Fostering, (17 of 17

i tems) / A
Child's Clarity of Cues (4 of 10 items) .67 4

Child's Responsiveness to Parent p
(13 of 13 items) | .

‘Subjects with any missing data were excluded from these analyses (n = 126-127),5

Zlndicates the number of Items included after elimination of Inconsistent items;

18
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Table 2

Pearson Correlations Among the Teaching Scales Subscales (n=128)

0 oo

Social-Emotion- Cognitive

M's Sensitlvity M's Response al Growth Growth C's Clarity C's Responsive-

to Cues to Distress Fostering Fostering of Cues ness to Parent
DIST .10
SOC- EM .35°€ L2
oG .39¢ .34€ .56
CUE .09 -.56° - -.06
RSP .08 -.17 .10 1 .51€ 1.00

<.05
p<.0f
p< . 001
o, N s



Factor Analyses of Maternal |tems on the Attachment |nventory

Table 3

(n = 128)
. Factor Loadings!

Attachment Inventory |tem § i il iV
Mother (M) holds child (C) close 76 17 13 13
M soothes C by cuddling | 15 12 26 A
M holds C by choice 12 20 15 22
M holds C to comfort 72 5 17 13
M hugs and kisses C 67 31 2 15
M enjoys physical contact with C 63 29 7 34
M often smiles at ¢ 61 32 9 31
M handles C gently and considerately 58 29 33 22
M tender and protective toward C 56 17 25 Lo
M touches and strokes C gently 55 15 29 30
M plays little games with C 54 19 16 L6
M eager to pat/pickup if € crying 54 6 33 L6
M immediately responds to need of .51 20 24 L2
M shows no spontaneous warmth to € 50 35 32 2L
M doesn't handle C unless necessary 49 L6 23 12
M loving and playful In care of ¢ 48 38 26 hZ
M quickly responds to C distress 48 21 39 3£
M sings, hums or coos to C b 19 18 30
M derives pleasure from mothering L4s L3 15 25
M wishes to meet C every need 45 27 39 12
M speaks to C In soothing tones 45 1° 28 39 25
M handles C skillfully Lk 37 22 35
M does not cuddle except if C crying 43 43 15 7

1821



Table 3

(Continued)

‘ Factor Loadings A

Attachment i{nventory |tems ] i 11l v

M thinks C is unattractive . 20 67 19 1;
M i1l at ease in caring for ¢ 30 65 17 UL
M thinks C has many faults 19 oh L1 éo
M doesn't notice C during session 10 60 21 /20
M sometimes seems unresponsive 24 59 28 ,/uz
M looks at C without tenderness 28 58 29 | 17
M seems dull and unemotional 18 55 30 &
M has happy expression when caring ¢ 24 Sh 30 18
M doesn't seem to enjoy role of mother 23 53 35 17
M thinks C Is attractive 21 53 18 10
M seems detached and inwardly absorbed 18 53 25 32
M interested in C behavior 17 52 16 L7
M enjoys watching C 37 Lo 29 ; 36
M treats C as object 18 47 46 13
M flips C without concern for feelings 23 46 hj 8
C not kept clean -3 46 1 30
M does not vocalize to C 18 | 46 16 23
M afraid of spoiling C with care 22 46 /27 10
M thinks everything ¢ does is difficult 7 45 b1 21
M has little eye-to-eye contact with C 30 Ls 12 9
M pays little attention to C 16 e 30 36
M plays with C very little 38 42 21 38
M has little "en face'' contact with C 35 41 12 -1
M voice harsh and rough with € 27 21 73 8
M shouts or yells at € 12 12 72 6

19
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Table 3

(Continued)

Facto: Loadings

Attachment inventory Items i ) (RR v
M punishes C without reason | 24 22 67 0
M handles C roughly and abruptly 15 20 64 8
M talRs to C with Irritable vo!cew 30 4 64 8
M punishes C when displeased 21 25 62 1
M seems irritated with C behavior 21 L3 61 27
M insensitive to C needs and experiences 14 16 59 25
M irritable when C cries 9 b1 57 8
M controis rather than adapt to C behavior b4 26 55 25
M seems irritable when caring for C 18 bl bs 12
M ignores € discomfort/unhappiness 35 37 L2 39
M leaves C a’one when C distressed 33 25 33 17
M points out things C can do N -8 32 14
ﬁ stimulates C frequently 32 20 15 67
M reports how smart and good C is 32 0 42 67
M praises C responses to new events 27 23 9 55
M admires C abilitles to learn/do things 28 23 25 55
"M enjoys playful interaction with C 50 23 14 51
M plays with C In ways pleasing to C 39 32 25 50
M stimulates C to perform 15 22 -19 49
M tries to get C attention continually 27 21 ~14 46
M happy with task of caring for C 25 32 31 L4

‘Values have been multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest integer.
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Table &4

Factor Analyses of Chiid Items on the Attachmirim/nmw/

(n = 128)

Factor Loadings'

Attachment Inventory |tem ! 1 1l v
Child (C) does not vocalize to mother (M) 16 22 22 14
C vocalizations to M are weak 13 0 24 -1
C uses ~xpressive vocalizations with M yal 14 29 18
C social response to M is slow/or weak 65 19 20 19
C appears to enjoy verbal exchanges with M 59 28 b9 6
C seems unaware of what M expects 50 33 22 7
C initiates social contact with M 50 23 29 38
C makes few attempts to elicit M response 50 14 24 36
C understands what M is saying 49 L8 -3 14
C responds to M with happy vocallzations 47 42 Lo 17
C doesn't communicate needs to M 29 14 14 7
C's activity level =43 1 5 -15
C tries to avolid contact with M 12 68 3 22
C listens attentively when M speaks 23 64 16 8
C Is restless and irritable with M 17 &3 23 12
C ignores M call or command -1 58 30 3

€ Is irritable when stimilated by M 4 56 b2 17
C pays little attention to M 24 47 33 16
C looks for M for cues when uncertain 7 L4 0 1
When distressed C looks for M for comfort 21 L2 8 7
If C enjoys something shares with M 24 W 34 30
C enjoys physical contact with M 1 37 J 2
C often smiles at M 38 15 29 29

I‘\"‘-\ - .
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Table &4

(Cont i nued)

Factor Loadings
Attachment Inventory |tem l i1 i v
C enjoys playing with M 29 14 69 27
C is easily comforted by M 12 32 66 1
C reacts to M with attention and warmth 25 L3 60 18
C smiles or laughs In response to M Ll 17 57 16
C is very affectionate with M 26 23 56 25
C spends little time looking at M 27 18 17 70
C has little eye-to~eye contact with M 2 18 30 63
C makes few attempts to interact with M W6 38 13 46

1

a5

Values have been multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest integer.



Table 5

Correlations of the Attachment Inventory Factor Scores
with the Respective Factors and Coefficjent
Alpha Rellability of Factor Scores

Factor Score r X
Maternal Factor Scores
Affectionate Contact .97 .73
Rejection .98 .72
——nsansitivity .97 .72
Interaction/Stimulation .97 .66
Child Factor Scores P
Expresslve/Respoésive %
Stimulation .94 .66
Résponsiveness vs. :
Withdrawal L .91 .59
Positive Expressive %
Interaction é .91 L8
Detachment %.86 51

45
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Table 6

Pearson.Cofrelations Among the Maternal and the Child
Attachment iInventory Factors (n=128)

Child Attachment

Maternal Attachment Inventory Factors

Affectionate

1 interaction/
inventory Factors Contact Rejection Insensitlvlty1 Stimulation
Express ive/Responsive c
Vocal ization .09 .08 .00 .32
Respons iveness vs.
Withdrawal 198 .35°€ 47 € .25b
Positive Expressive c b c
interaction 43 .27 .08 .35
Detachment1 .12 .36° -.05 -.09
a p&.05
b p{.01
c p«.001

Negatively stated items were scored so that a higher score indicates a more positive
assessment. For example, a higher value on the Detachment factor Ind..ates less
detachment or a higher value on positive expressive Interaction Indicates more
positive expressive Interaction.
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Py ’ A r.b'o 7
Pesrson Correlations Among the Clarke-Stewart Rating Scales (n=128)

e i e I R ERIP R R e B

ACTIVITY |
TOME .05 .
Pos-emoT| 10 | .7 .
ATY % |.s8 | .sF -
mYs-c | o3 |.4F | .50 3F
Close | os | .4 as & Ty /
vieee | 2" |t | 56 & .58 56°

G lmov [ of [ |5 | 8 | | o o
evec | 5" | .s° 3 »’ P o A5°
soc-sTim| 15 | 5o 61° o5 3 35 .58 S5 51 i
res-soc | 12 | s | sf %4 sf | sf A s | s |
Res-0is | o4 | .3 17 .2 17 3 29 A 2 g 3
errect foy | .sf | s 57 3f wf A aF 6 T I Y 2
APPROP | o7 | .6 55 .56 35 W sy & Y s 61° JAF 8cF 1.00
a p <.05 )
b pc .0V
c p 4 .00}
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Table 8

Pearson Correlations Between the Teachiﬁg Scale
Subscales and the Clarke-Stewart Rating Scales (n=128)

Teaching Scale Subscales
o ("]
8 £ S b
> o i s © 2
-~ & Y =] g Y ®
> o L L o © AW
Clarke-Stewart - @ @ -~ TS > w e
& o - &~ co
- ; 8% Bs e T &5
Rating.Scales e w o, '%‘g z2 o oo
P O [ -~ - N — )
G S R A
F o x 3 . ) )
C's Activity Level .02 .02 .00 A7, .00 15
M's Tone of Voice 35°¢ .39 L7¢ .37¢ .08. .08
" M's Expressed Pos. Emo. 35¢ .31 ne A6 Lib .12 .
M!s Attitude Zsb .33 34° .33c‘ .10 0l ’
Amount of Physical Contact 218 . 208 23 .23b .03 b
Closeness of Physical
Contact 182 4P 30¢ 25D 08 .08
Vigor of Physical Contact 27> b L2sb 29 07 .28
Audl tory-Verbal Contact .23% .29¢ | ,39€ 42¢ - ,08 .12
Eye Contact .34¢€ . 29P A2€ . 34¢ .07 .208
Amount of Social | . : -
Stimulation .27° .25P .3“‘ . 38¢ .08 A4
M's 'esponslveness to
C's Social Stimulation 280 b 38c a4 Lot L2
‘M!s Response to Distress .06 .15 A1 .10 .35¢  L27b
Effectiveness of M's Behavior | .228  .usb A43¢c. 5C .208 .06
Appropriateness for Age
Ability of € .28 .37¢ € 49 10,08
a p<.05
b p .01
c p £ .001
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Pearson Correlations Between the Attachment Inventory

Table 9

Factors and the Clarke-Stewart Rating Scale (n=128)

Attachment inventory Factors

k

Maternal Factors Child Factors
2§ | 4 . §
g'ﬂ > N -
Clarke-Stewart c - @ we
Rating Scales ° > K] 8= " - L o
o - ?u -~ 9 8§ g'o
0 & > [“ I ) o [ 1] W & &
'R c - - - >0 > . c c
6 o p ©3 <= ~ v O -
L ~ - (8 ] ] " L > .
us &~ " G - " Q s: - O E
o [V ) = - & @ > L
- X2 ® ] 9w s a8 x2 Y
- @ e c é; H o ®
S | T |2 | g |8 |&
C's Activity Level .01 15 F.11 ] .08 44C |- 159 .02 |.10
M's Tone of Voice 48°¢ 133% | . 227 w4 é 182 | .42° .48% | .18°
M's Expressed Positive § |
Ermot ion 53¢ 1 .33% L7 | oS .26® | 42 | eS| .13
1
M's Attitude .36° | .26 | .50°| .28 .13 .50 .36 | .05
Amount of Physical

Contact 56 | o2 | 7% o6 | .19% | w103
Closeness of Physical c b c c

Contact .50 .28 1.16 | .13 .02 .35 .397 1.09
Vigor of Physical ,

Contact 0% | .31° .08 | 320  .25® | 222 | €15
Auditory-Verbal Contact .30c .22° .13 | .46 .37c .30°¢ .28b .33
Eye Contact 3% 1 32% i | Laebl 27® | 222 | L 3g% | 38c
Amount of Social '

Stimulation .30% | .25° | .18%] .50¢ .28° | .30 .29 | .14
M's Responsiveness to '

C's Social Stimulation | .41 | ,30°|.20°| .41Sf .27° | .35¢ | .40%|.1g°
M's Response to Distress .29° | .08 |.02 | .08 A7 | .07 .20% | .14
Effectiveness of MN's

Behavior 34 | L 42% ] .37%] .u6c .23% | .63° .39° | .10
Approprlateness for

Age and Ability of ¢ 43 1 .33% | .27® S 222 | 52 | .39 | .05

a p £.05
b n ¢ .01 31
Q



Table 10

Pearson Correlations Between the Att;chment Inventory Factors
and the Teaching Scale Subscales (n=128)

CAESLL Y o e

t o ek

Attachment |nventory Factors
Maternal Factors Child Factors
5
- - s
Teaching 9 = - . 9
Scale o 2 §, e =
Subscales S < ae - "
-] > » g: H i '&2
& oum ? ? ) S 2 X &
2 | s | 2| 2 || 82| g8 vs| ¢
(o] o o o ot % 9 W
P™ ] & N ) " = - b
8 | 8 | 5§ | 5§ || 8| 85| =
- - a g %’ o > e S
< & = = w & & a
M's Sensitivity b X _
to Cues 2701 .02 .13 .20% || .02 .03 .30 | .o8
]
e hespenie to | | e o |
.22 u's -bs ' -2' .0!‘ 033 -22 l°9
Soclal-Emotional c s c 8b c c
Growth Fostering .34 .22 .30 .2 .07 .30 .36 .16
Cognitive Growth c. b c s c b
Fostering .34 .16 .2k .40 .22 .35 .23 03
C's Clarity to c a b
Cues .03 12 .36 .02 .21 .28 .03 .01
C's Responsiveness b
to Parent .209 | .ob .27 .15 .37¢ 12 .15 .20°
a p (.05
b p 4.0
c p .00
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. Table 11

Slwlﬂmt' Correlations Between Selscted Sociodemographic
Verisdles and the Messures of Mother-Child |nteraction (r=128)

Sociodemograph|c Attachment Teaching Clarke-Stawert
yarisbles |nventory — Scale Bating Scale ‘
Social Status 0 C's CIarI:! of Cues )
(r=.19)
M's Age 0 Cognitive Growth M's Response to C's
Fostering {re=.19) Social Stimulation
- (r=.19)
C's Age intersction/Stim- 0 . Closeness of Physical
- . ulation (re,18) Contact (r=,20)
C's Expressive/ Auditory-verba! Contact
Responsive Vocal- (r=.19)
lzation (re,27) . C's Activity Leve!
C's Positive Expres- (r=.22)
sive Intarsction :
{r=.20)
C's Sex C's Responsiveness 0 Closness of Physical
{(ienale, vs, Vithdrma! Contact (r=.23}
i=female) {(r=.19) vigor of Physical Cone
C's Positive Expre- tact (r,18)
sive Interaction .
(r=.18) .
Race 1] Social gmotions! 0
(1=black, , Growth Foster-
i=white) ing (r=,21)
’ Cognitive, Growth
Fostering (re
.23)
M's Education 4] ] , M's Response to (C's
Socla! Stimulation
, (re,26)
Pesbody Picture g 4 itiva Growch Audi tory=vertal Contact
Vocabutlary Test attering (re (re.2%) ‘

!
p £ .05 (When calculating corrslations betweed the 28 interaction variables and eny other
variable, one to two significant correlgtions/ at the .05 leve! would be expected to occur
/ .

by chance alone,) /

This indicates that lower social status is sssociated with less clarity of C's cues. iHowever,
due to eiimination of items that reduced internsl reliability the Clarity of Cues subscale
includes largely items indicating cuss of distress. Consavuently, this may indicate that
displays of distress increase as soclal status dscresses. ' .
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Table 12

: 1
Pearson Correlations Among Selected Soclodemographic variables (n=128 )

- —

Social M's C's C's H'gz M's 1
Status Age Age Sex _Race Education PRVT
Social Status 1.00
M's Age -.03 1.00
C's Age .12 45 1.00
C's Sex -.05 .06 -.10 1.00 ,
M's Race .0k 17 .09 ..0“ 1.00
M's Education .238 .60¢ 24 | .05 | -.26° 1.00
PPVT - .20® .07 -.07 .16 .22° 1.00.
ag.05

b4.01
c {.001

Educat ional level was missing for two subjects

zsace: black = 1, white = 2

3PPVT = raw (not age-adjusted) score on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Revlsed).
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